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ABSTRACT 
Internal migration in Southeast Asia raises questions about strains upon traditional sys-
tems of support for older adults. While remittances to parents’ households play a role in rural 
household economies, uncertainty remains regarding whether and under what circumstances 
children interact with their elderly parents. This paper focuses on the adult children of older per-
sons living in rural Cambodia and Thailand and examines the determinants of personal visits, 
monetary remittances, and more general forms of household support. Analyses consider ways in 
which geographically distant children support parents, the extent to which characteristics of par-
ents, children, and households enhance or detract from these intergenerational interactions, and 
how determinants of intergenerational interaction vary between the two countries. Comparisons 
between countries of conditions and characteristics of families provide insights into how social, 
economic, and cultural forces motivate provision of support to aging parents.  
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The late twentieth century has witnessed remarkable demographic and economic 
changes in most parts of the developing world, including Southeast Asia. These changes 
pose a number of challenges for older adults. For instance, declines in fertility, in some 
cases more rapid and pervasive than expected, brought fertility levels close to, and often 
below, replacement in many countries (Bongaarts 2002). Consequently, the absolute and 
relative size of the elderly population has begun to grow (Sagaza 2004; Sokolovsky 
2001). Moreover, rapid urbanization, a by-product of social and economic development 
and of changes in labor and industry, and the subsequent out-migration of young adults 
from rural villages, have exacerbated population aging in rural areas (Knodel and Saeng-
tienchai 2007; Kreager 2006; Watkins and Ulack 1991). The corresponding rise in elderly 
dependency ratios in rural communities of Asia, and the potential implications that this 
may have for the support of older adults, have led some to suggest that a potential catas-
trophe is looming (Chan 1999; Phillips 2000; UN 1999; World Bank 1994). 
The voices of alarm reflect questions and concerns about how a more mobile and 
modernizing working-age population will be equipped to provide the material and physi-
cal support to an expanding population of older adults who continue to live in rural Asia. 
Traditionally, Asian societies have relied heavily on intergenerational familial exchanges 
as a means of supporting the older generation, with resource transfers flowing toward 
older, dependent parents (Mason 1992). These family-based systems of support are prem-
ised upon the assumption that older adults have one or more living children, that at least 
one or more coreside or live nearby, and that they will behave in a filial manner (Smith 
1998). Yet, anecdotal evidence increasingly points to a breakdown of support systems. It 
is thought that the structural transformations occasioned by population aging, urbaniza-
tion, and development undermine traditional, family-based systems of support and secu-
rity for the elderly in places where formal support structures are weak. But, while macro-
level demographic and socioeconomic shifts justify concerns about intergenerational 
support systems, the impact of migration on family support networks have only begun to 
be examined systematically. It is still difficult to deduce whether, and under what circum-
stances, “migration is a cause of vulnerability in old age” (Kreager 2006: 38–39).  
The current study focuses on several questions that cover a broad range of 
relevant issues. First, to what extent are older adults in rural areas being abandoned? Sec-
ond, what are the characteristics of migrating children, and do they differ from those of 
children who live closer to aging parents? Third, do interactions between adult children 
and their elderly parents differ depending upon residential proximity? Fourth, what are 
the determinants of specific types of intergenerational interactions? We address these 
questions with respect to adult children and their older parents living in Cambodia and 
Thailand. The value of comparative research for understanding the well-being of older 
adults has been illustrated in a number of recent publications (Albert and Cattell 1994; 
Bengtson et al. 2000; Chi, Chappell, and Lubben 2001; Frankenburg et al. 2002; Liang et 
al. 1991; Melzer et al. 2004; Minicuci et al. 2004; National Research Council 2001; Su 
and Ferraro 1997). These writings underscore the benefits of comparative research for 
highlighting the diversity in aging across cultures and geographic locations.  
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In addition to investigating support provided by migrating children, the contrast 
between Cambodia and Thailand allows us to examine the implications of cultural norms 
versus economic and demographic realities for the well-being and support of older adults 
in rural areas. Cambodia and Thailand share a common geography and many aspects of 
culture, such as bilateral kinship systems and popular Buddhism. Yet, they differ widely 
with respect to living standards, demographic background, and historical circumstances. 
Thailand has experienced particularly rapid economic growth, and the social implications 
of this development have been wide ranging. Fertility in Thailand fell sharply since the 
late 1960s to below replacement by the 1990s, while fertility in Cambodia has remained 
high, with total fertility rates above 5 until shortly before 2000 (United Nations 2005a). 
Although Cambodia has not experienced the same level of economic growth as Thailand, 
the country has seen some recent expansion of its garment industry in and around the 
capital city, Phnom Penh. The lack of economic progress in Cambodia is at least in part 
an aftermath of years of civil war and the brutal and genocidal Khmer Rouge regime that 
controlled the country in the 1970s (Chandler 2000). The Khmer Rouge period has had 
other long-term impacts that affect the nature and quality of support for older adults. For 
instance, high mortality during the period has led to depletion of sources of support for 
today’s older adults (Zimmer et al. 2006).  
Our dataset for Thailand is from 1995; therefore it was collected prior to the eco-
nomic crisis of 1997 and immediately following an extended period of rapid economic 
growth. The data for Cambodia were collected in 2004. With respect to labor migration, 
even in 1995 opportunities for rural working-age adults in Thailand to find employment 
outside the agricultural sector, especially in urban areas, were greater than they are in 
Cambodia today. In Thailand the population that lived in urban areas had reached 30 per-
cent by 1995, up from less than 20 percent in 1960, while in Cambodia those living in 
urban areas in 2004 still constituted less than 20 percent of the population (UN Popula-
tion Division 2007). According to the UNDP (2007), the human development index in 
1995 for Thailand (.751) far exceeded the level reached in 2004 for Cambodia (.583). 
That Thailand’s level of economic development in 1995 was far more advanced than in 
Cambodia nine years later, and that Thailand’s older population benefited from this 
situation, are reflected in the statistics on household amenities in our two datasets. In 
1995, 97 percent of persons aged 60 and older in Thailand lived in households with elec-
tricity, compared to only 31 percent in 2004 in Cambodia; 96 percent of Thai elderly 
households had a toilet in 1995, compared to only 45 percent of Cambodian elderly 
households in 2004 (Knodel forthcoming). Likewise, vast differences are apparent in 
household possessions. For example, over half of Thai households with elderly residents 
had a refrigerator and almost half had a motorcycle in 1995, while only 4 percent of eld-
erly Cambodians lived in households with a refrigerator and only 30 percent had a motor-
cycle in 2004.     
Migrant remittances have been examined in Thailand from a variety of perspec-
tives, including that of migrants and their parents (e.g., Knodel and Saengtienchai 2007; 
Korinek and Entwisle 2006; Osaki 2003; Vanwey 2004). Other types of interaction be-
tween migrant children and parents have been studied less frequently. In the case of 
5
Cambodia, the residential arrangements and support relations that link elderly adults and 
their adult children remain largely unknown. By formulating a comparative perspective, 
we identify common and distinctive approaches that emerge in the face of population mi-
gration (Lowenstein and Daatland 2006). Moreover, cross-national comparison of inter-
generational interactions provides insights for refining theoretical perspectives on the so-
cial, economic, and cultural forces that motivate migrants to remit earnings and otherwise 
extend assistance to their households of origin and aged parents.  
BACKGROUND AND THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE 
In countries like Cambodia and Thailand, where formal means of old-age assis-
tance are weakly developed, socioeconomic and demographic changes have the potential 
to drive shifts in intergenerational interactions (Aboderin 2005; Sokolovsky 2001). For 
instance, migration has been shown to have substantial impacts on living arrangements of 
elderly persons in the developing world (United Nations 2005b), while internal and cross-
border migrations have raised concerns that traditional modes of social and economic 
support will be eroded through diminished social contact and decay of normative patterns 
of filial obligation (Apt 2000; Chan 1999; Hermalin 2002a). Some scholarly and popular 
writings have suggested that older adults are increasingly being abandoned by their mo-
bile, independent children (Apt 2000; Charasdamrong 1992; French 2006; United Na-
tions 2002). Research in China (Ikels and Beall 1993) has suggested that intergenera-
tional contracts mandating parental support by sons have been weakened by the pull of 
urban labor markets, a decline in psychological and material incentives to offer support, 
and the erosion of village social controls to penalize neglectful children. Studies in other 
parts of the developing world have raised similar concerns (e.g., Goldstein et al. 1983; 
Watkins and Ulack 1991). These sentiments echo a prominent notion among Western so-
cial scientists and gerontologists that modernization contributes to abandonment of older 
people by their families (Aboderin 2004).  
A contrasting body of literature paints a less dire picture (Knodel and Saengtien-
chai 2007). Rather than focusing solely on negative aspects, this research illuminates both 
the detriments and benefits of demographic change and migration for older adults (Mason 
1992). These studies suggest that, even in settings of modernization, urbanization, and 
population mobility, it is the exceptional few elderly who are completely abandoned. Mi-
gration may rather reflect a household economic strategy that produces benefits (Itzig-
sohn 1995; Stark and Bloom 1985; Stark and Lucas 1988). Although less pervasive than 
in decades past, coresidence with adult children remains common in many countries of 
Southeast Asia, even in the midst of heightened mobility and urbanization (Chan 2005; 
Frankenberg et al. 2002; Knodel and Debavalya 1997; Knodel et al. 2005a; Ofstedal et al. 
1999). Attitudinal research demonstrates strong, widespread adherence to the idea that 
children’s primary responsibility is to care for their elderly parents (Wongsith 1994). 
Even when they migrate great distances from home, adult children may continue to be a 
source of valuable information and monetary remittances (Velkoff 2001). Thus, despite 
demographic transformations that influence living arrangements, filial loyalty and inter-
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generational transfers may continue to be the prominent bases of elderly support systems 
across a wide range of Asian societies (Ofstedal, Knodel, and Chayovan 1999). As Krea-
ger (2006:  56) explains, the combination of population aging and population mobility 
has “intricate and varied welfare implications,” which can only be understood through 
analysis of the economic and support relationships in which elderly adults are involved.   
Continued helpful intergenerational interaction after migration reinforces an altru-
istic framework that has often been used to elucidate children’s remittance patterns to 
parental households. Altruism assumes a cooperative familial organization and a mutual 
concern for family members that provide insurance in the face of risk or crisis (Becker 
1974). Remittances and other forms of support are offered out of concern for the welfare 
of family members toward whom an individual feels a sense of filial obligation or affin-
ity. If migrant children are part of a cooperative family-based arrangement that aims to 
ensure the welfare of all members, then not all migrant children will support parents to 
the same extent, with equal regularity, or in similar ways. Rather, interactions with par-
ents will be moderated by life circumstances faced by the migrant, the supportive acts of 
other family members, and older parents’ needs for support and assistance. Children’s 
propensity to support parents will be further conditioned by societal expectations and cul-
tural norms, as is reflected in the gender disparities in remittances and parental support 
observed in some settings (Curran 1996; Osaki 2003; Vanwey 2004). Where altruism 
motivates transfers, circumstances indicative of need should be positively associated with 
the receipt of transfers in the form of remittances and/or instrumental support (Franken-
berg et al. 2002; Kaufman and Lindauer 1986; Lee et al. 1994; Massey and Basem 1992). 
Altruistically motivated transfers, it is argued, are more important for households in low-
income settings, and in these settings one is more likely to provide support to a family 
member whose income has fallen below a threshold level (Diaz and Echevarria 2002).  
Related to an altruistic point of view is a vulnerabilities framework that recog-
nizes risk in old age as being highly variable. Rather than treating chronological age as 
indicative of dependency and disablement for all older adults, or presuming that rising 
rates of old-age dependency represent a demographic crisis, the framework advocates 
attending to subgroups of older adults defined by characteristics indicative of social 
status, income security, family structure, social networks, physical health, and other traits 
related to dependence (Kreager 2006: 41; Schröder-Butterfill and Marianti 2006a). An 
older adult’s vulnerability and need for support are linked to factors such as their income-
generating potential, physical health, and current living situation. For example, although 
widowhood often implies loss of an important social tie and loss of an economically pro-
ductive spouse, the degree of vulnerability associated with widowhood depends on other 
factors—such as whether the widow or widower is impoverished or childless, whether he 
or she coresides with children or other relatives, and his or her physical functioning capa-
bilities (Drèze 1990; Mason 1992; Sengupta and Agree 2002; Sokolovsky 2001). 
Moreover, a circumstance likely to affect the provision of material assistance is that the 
adult children of the neediest older adults may be the least well-off themselves; that is, 
there is likely an intergenerational transmission of poverty.   
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Although frequently discussed within these frameworks, the health and disability 
status of aged parents has not often been addressed in analytical models predicting remit-
tances or other types of intergenerational support. It is especially important to take into 
account an elderly parent’s experience with physical disabilities that may inhibit both 
productive employment and self-care. Several studies (Frankenberg et al. 2002; Kreager 
2006; Petrova 2003) have shown that health and healthcare crises are salient factors in-
fluencing patterns of children’s coresidence and intergenerational support. Thus, the need 
for both remittances and instrumental support will be heightened for the elderly who 
physical difficulties in performing daily activities. Not only is the ability to perform pro-
ductive labor curtailed, but parents may require assistance to complete activities neces-
sary for daily survival, such as bathing and eating. The experience of physical disability, 
especially when elderly parents lack local social and economic resources, is a form of 
vulnerability to which altruistically motivated children will respond.   
In the current paper, we begin descriptively, examining the extent to which migra-
tion of adult children results in older adults being abandoned in rural areas, the residential 
location of adult children vis-à-vis their parents, and several forms of intergenerational 
interaction depending upon residential location of adult children. We then assess factors 
that promote these various types of interaction. The perspective we adopt, which com-
bines the altruistic and vulnerability frameworks, leads us to hypothesize that children 
respond to perceived levels of dependence and need experienced by elderly parents. 
Therefore, when parents live in isolation and their capacity for performing productive 
labor or generating income is restricted, the probability of visits, remittances, and house-
hold support is heightened. The altruistic framework further suggests that support is gen-
erated in a cooperative way; therefore intergenerational interaction is additionally a func-
tion of an adult child’s own social circumstances and characteristics. Moreover, the 
presence of other kin, in particular a migrant’s working-age siblings, alleviates pressures 
to provide support. Consequently, parents, even when children have migrated, are 
thought to receive support and care through a variety of flexible coresidential and eco-
nomic arrangements. We also suspect that it will be a rare occasion in which older par-
ents are completely abandoned.   
The comparative aspect of our analysis is also a focal point. Because socioeco-
nomic conditions were more favorable in Thailand in 1995 than in Cambodia in 2004, we 
expect remittances to be more substantial in the former. We hypothesize, however, that 
despite differences in actual levels of remittances, associations between parents’ depend-
ence and vulnerability and the tendency to provide support are similar in the two coun-
tries. 
DATA AND MEASURES 
The comparative strategy we adopt is made possible by parallel surveys 
conducted in the neighboring countries of Cambodia and Thailand. Although the surveys 
are nine years apart, they employed similar lines of questioning and schemes of categori-
zation. For Thailand, data are from the 1995 Survey of the Welfare of Elderly in Thailand 
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(SWET). SWET involved a national probability sample of 7,708 individuals aged 50 
years and older in private households who were usual residents of the household. The 
data have been used in a number of other studies (e.g., Hermalin 2002b; Knodel and 
Chayovan 2001; Knodel and Chayovan 1997; Sobieszczyk, Knodel, and Chayovan 2003; 
Zimmer and Chayovan 2000). Detailed information on the survey methodology is avail-
able in these publications as well as in a SWET general report (Chayovan and Knodel 
1997). For Cambodia, data are from the 2004 Survey of the Elderly in Cambodia (SEC). 
Conducted in 2004, the SEC features a representative sample of 1,273 persons 60 and 
older residing in six provinces, including Phnom Penh. The six provinces are the most 
populated in the country and together contain over half of Cambodia’s population. The 
SEC provides information on aspects of aging, material support, and well-being particu-
lar to Cambodia’s experience with civil war, genocide, and other forms of violence and 
conflict. Detailed information on survey methodology and sample characteristics is pro-
vided elsewhere (e.g., Knodel et al. 2005b; Zimmer et al. 2006).   
In order to keep the analysis comparative, we confine the SWET sample to those 
60 and older. In addition, the analysis concerns only older adults living in rural areas who 
have at least one child aged 16 and older. The presence of children 16 and older is used to 
delineate our sample since survey results indicate that departures from the parental 
household begin at about the time children reach this age. Only small minorities of older 
Thais and Cambodians have no children aged 16 and older.1 These criteria limit the sam-
ple size to 3,202 older persons in Thailand and their 17,517 adult children and to 777 
older persons in Cambodia and their 3,751 adult children.  
The two surveys interviewed older persons, using separate rosters to gather in-
formation about children, both resident and nonresident. Older adults were asked where 
each of their living children currently resides. Responses were used to classify children’s 
residential locations and proximity to the parental household. Specifically, each living 
child aged 16 and older was coded as coresident, living next door, living in the same vil-
lage, living in the same province, or living outside the province. Given their similar de-
grees of proximity to parents and the likelihood of daily interaction, we combine those 
coresiding and living next door into a single category, which we call living nearby. A 
great majority of those living nearby actually coreside. Specifically, the 777 rural Cam-
bodians who have at least one child aged 16 and older have 993 coresident children and 
119 living next door. The 3,202 rural Thais have 3,063 coresident children aged 16 and 
older and 1,923 living next door. Both surveys include additional delineations for living 
within the same district or commune, and living outside the country.   
Given the complex patterns of circular, seasonal, and return migration that are of-
ten characteristic of rural populations in Southeast Asia, identifying mobile individuals as 
migrants can be problematic (Bell et al. 2002). The continuum of parent–child geographic 
proximity encapsulates varying degrees of interpersonal contact with, and individual mo-
bility from, the parental household. In this study we define an adult child as a migrant if 
he or she resides in another province or country. In both surveys adult children living out-
side the province are designated as migrants irrespective of their length of absence from 
the parental household. By describing the patterns of support and interaction provided by 
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children who are migrants in a conventional sense, as well as by those living at varying 
distances from their parental households, we illustrate how different types of child resi-
dential mobility affect intergenerational interactions and, potentially, parental well-being.  
We examine three types of interaction that take place between children aged 16 
and older and their parents. The first is personal visits. Elderly respondents in Cambodia 
and Thailand were asked the frequency with which each child not living at home visits. 
We dichotomize the measure into those visiting at least monthly and those visiting less 
frequently. Second is a measure of cash support. Respondents in both countries were 
asked whether a child gives money directly to the older adult. If the answer was yes, re-
spondents were asked to estimate the amount given. Using this follow-up question, we 
are able to distinguish between those giving any money to parents and those giving a 
more substantial amount. A substantial amount is considered to be at least 100,000 Riels 
in Cambodia and 1,000 Baht in Thailand per year. Both amounts were equal to about 
US$25 at the time the surveys were conducted. It is difficult to assess the meaning of 
very small and insignificant amounts of money changing hands, thus we define giving 
money as giving an amount equivalent to US$25 or more per year. The third type of in-
teraction is a more general measure of support. In Cambodia, respondents were asked 
whether the child provides general household support, presumably including both mone-
tary and other material forms. This measure is dichotomously coded. In Thailand, there 
was no direct question on general household support, but respondents were asked 
whether a child provides food or goods to parents and, if so, how regularly. The question 
was asked only about non-coresident children. The most common frequency with which 
non-coresident children were reported giving food or goods was one to three times a year, 
undoubtedly reflecting token gifts of food that children commonly bring with them on a 
visit during a holiday and thus not constituting substantial support of the household. On 
the other hand, the frequent provision of food and similar goods would represent a sig-
nificant contribution and thus could be equated with general household support. While 
we do not compare these two items directly between surveys, we use them to delineate a 
measure of non-cash support to parents and/or their household. We dichotomize the 
measure in Thailand as those providing this type of support at least monthly and others.  
The aforementioned altruism and vulnerabilities frameworks suggest that the 
probability of interaction with parents is a function of a number of characteristics, includ-
ing some that relate to the migrant child’s ability to provide support, and some that 
indicate the parents’ level of dependence and vulnerability. Variables representing these 
factors are included in multivariate equations where we examine the determinants of in-
teractions from the perspective of the migrant child. For migrant children we consider 
age, sex, level of education, marital status, and number of own children. We expect those 
with higher education and fewer children of their own to have greater means with which 
to support parents. Older children and those who are married may have greater resources, 
but may also have more competition for these resources—for example, from in-laws. 
These variables are coded categorically or dichotomously depending on the available in-
formation.  
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For parents, we first consider age and sex. Marital status is measured as spouse 
present or absent. Education is measured dichotomously as none versus any formal edu-
cation. Main lifetime occupation is considered as working in agriculture or some other 
sector (including never worked), and work status as having worked in the past year ver-
sus not. Those without education and not working are likely to be more vulnerable. 
Parents in agriculture may also be more vulnerable if the alternative is work in a type of 
occupation that affords greater lifetime security. Yet, agriculture may also provide some 
current means of subsistence if the individual or other household members are still en-
gaged in agricultural work.  
Several standard disability questions were asked based on activities of daily liv-
ing, or ADLs (Katz et al. 1963). Ability to eat, dress, and bathe oneself were included in 
both the Cambodia and Thailand surveys. The fourth disability item differed between 
surveys. In Cambodia it assessed ability to get up from bed unassisted; in Thailand it as-
sessed ability to walk around the house unassisted. For both countries we created a vari-
able indicating number of disabilities reported by summing the items with which a re-
spondent reports any difficulty in conducting the task; thus it has a minimum value of 0 
and a maximum value of 4. The assumption is that having a greater number of ADL dif-
ficulties represents a higher level of disability, which in turn indicates more vulnerability 
and greater need.  
Also measured continuously is the total number of children living outside the 
province. Adult children whose parents have a large number of other migrant children 
may not feel as compelled to provide support if responsibility for that support is distrib-
uted among siblings living outside the province.  
Finally, we include a categorical measure for coresidence status with children and 
grandchildren. Having children nearby (i.e., coresident or living next door) is the com-
parison category. Other categories include having both children nearby and grandchildren 
coresident; having only grandchildren coresident (that is, living in a so-called skipped-
generation household); and having neither children nearby nor grandchildren coresident.2
We assume that parents without children nearby would have a higher level of vulnerabil-
ity and therefore require greater support from a migrant child. Both living with grand-
children only and living without children or grandchildren can represent vulnerable situa-
tions. In the former instance, in supporting the household, migrant children may be 
supporting both their parents and their own children, if indeed the grandchild is the mi-
grant’s child. In some cases, the grandchild, if old enough, may contribute to household 
support and thus lessen the vulnerability of older adults. 
RESULTS 
Are older adults in rural areas being abandoned by their children? 
In Table 1 we address the concern that migrant children leave parents physically 
isolated in rural areas by considering older parents as units of analysis. The first panel 
shows that, in both Cambodia and Thailand, 83 percent of older adults report having an 
adult child nearby—defined as being in the same household or next door. In rural Thai-
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land, as compared to rural Cambodia, a greater share of older adults report having chil-
dren living in each of the other three categories, including outside the province. The 
greater proportion of Thai parents with a child in each of these other residential catego-
ries can be partially explained by the fact that Thai parents have a greater number of liv-
ing adult children on average than Cambodian parents (5.65 vs. 5.04). In turn, this dispar-
ity in part reflects the decades of violence and war in Cambodia during which many 
adults, now elderly, experienced the death of spouses and children (Huguet et al. 2000; 
Zimmer et al. 2006). The higher percentage of rural Thai elderly with a child outside the 
province also likely reflects more extensive employment opportunities for migrants to 
urban areas.  
The second panel, which shows where the nearest child lives vis-à-vis the elderly 
parent, indicates that in most cases where an adult child does not live nearby, he or she 
lives in the same village. In Cambodia, only about 5 percent of older adults report having 
no children nearby or in the village, and for just 2 percent the nearest child lives outside 
the province. The corresponding proportions are only slightly higher in Thailand.  
The third panel indicates that the chances of having a child living nearby do not 
change even if the older adult has one or more children living outside the village or out-
side the province. For instance, almost 80 percent of older adults in both Cambodia and 
Thailand who have a child living outside the province report at least one child living 
nearby. It appears, then, that older adults who have migrant children are very likely to 
have a number of children, one or more of whom live nearby.  
This last point is taken a step further in the fourth panel, which indicates the rela-
tionship between an older adult’s total number of children and the location of the nearest 
child. In both countries, elderly parents with fewer children are more likely to have their 
nearest child living outside the province: 16 percent of parents in Cambodia and 17 per-
cent in Thailand with only one living adult child report that this child lives outside the 
province. But very few older adults in either sample report having only one living adult 
child. (As noted earlier, the small number of Thais and Cambodians who have no children 
aged 16 and older are excluded from all analyses.) Many older adults in rural Thailand 
and Cambodia have five or more adult children, and, among those with greater numbers, 
the chances of having the nearest child living outside the province are very small.  
None of these findings provides evidence of substantial parental abandonment in 
either country with respect to geographic proximity to adult children. Moreover, despite 
their demographic, economic, and historical circumstances, the rural elderly in Thailand 
in 1995 and Cambodia in 2004 are fairly similar with respect to their residential prox-
imity to adult children.  
Table 2 shows the percent distribution of living arrangements of elderly parents 
who have adult migrant children living outside the province.3 In Cambodia, 25 percent of 
parents of children who live outside the province live with a spouse, at least one other 
adult child, and at least one grandchild. About the same proportion of parents do not live 
with a spouse but live with an adult child and a grandchild. Only about 2 percent live 
without a spouse, child, or grandchild, and an additional 5 percent live without a spouse 
or child but with a grandchild.  
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The distribution is somewhat different in rural Thailand. A larger proportion live 
with a spouse only (17 percent in Thailand versus 9 percent in Cambodia), and a smaller 
proportion live with children and grandchildren but no spouse (15 percent in Thailand 
compared to 26 percent in Cambodia). These divergent patterns are likely linked, in part, 
to Cambodia’s recent history of war and related violence, which led to very high rates of 
mortality and widowhood (Zimmer et al. 2006). A small proportion of rural Thai parents 
live without a spouse, child, or grandchild (6 percent) or with a grandchild only (1 per-
cent). Table 2 indicates, then, that very few migrant children have elderly parents who 
live alone or without a spouse or a nearby adult child.  
What are the characteristics of migrant children? 
Given their relatively high levels of completed fertility, even though elderly par-
ents in rural Thailand and Cambodia are likely to have an adult child living nearby, they 
are also likely to have a child living outside the province. From the perspective of adult 
children, then, a sizable number have an elderly parent from whom they are separated by 
a large geographic distance. About 20 percent of children in rural Cambodia and 29 per-
cent in Thailand have migrated outside their parents’ province. Again, it is likely that the 
greater proportion of migrant children in Thailand reflects a greater prevalence of em-
ployment opportunities in urban areas.  
Table 3 conveys an important association between sibship size and place of resi-
dence vis-à-vis elderly parents. First, in both countries, there is a consistent inverse asso-
ciation between sibship size and the probability of living near one’s older parents. In 
Cambodia, 77 percent of children without siblings live near their parents, whereas only 
26 percent of those who have at least four siblings live nearby. Similarly, in Thailand, the 
proportion declines from 69 percent to 27 percent as sibship size increases from one to 
five or more. The drop in the percent who live nearby is especially pronounced between 
sibship sizes of one and two, suggesting that consideration of leaving a parent with no 
adult child nearby may be an important deterrent to moving. Second, in both countries, 
children in larger sibships are more likely to live outside their parents’ province. This ten-
dency is notably stronger in Thailand than in Cambodia.  
Additional results in Table 3 further illustrate that the propensity of adult chil-
dren to migrate from rural provinces is influenced by life circumstances and 
sociodemographic characteristics. In both Cambodia and Thailand, sons are more likely 
to live at a distance from their parents, while daughters are more likely to live nearby. 
This pattern in part reflects cultural norms whereby daughters, more so than sons, are 
expected to coreside with and provide support to elderly parents (Knodel and Ofstedal 
2002; Zimmer and Kim 2001). We also observe an association between age and residen-
tial proximity that is country-specific. In both countries younger adults, between ages 16 
and 24, are more likely to live nearby their older parents than are other adult children. 
This is no doubt because younger adults are less likely to be married and therefore less 
likely to have set up independent households. When it comes to migrating outside the 
province, however, Cambodian and Thai children differ. In Cambodia, the youngest 
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adults in the sample (i.e., those ages 16 to 24) are least likely to be living outside the 
province, while in Thailand there is an inverse association between age and living out-
side the province. Hence, young adults who migrate do so earlier in Thailand than in 
Cambodia. Again, this may be the result of greater educational and employment oppor-
tunities in Thailand. 
Adult children with high levels of education are most likely to be living outside 
their parents’ province. In Cambodia, one-quarter or fewer with less than a college educa-
tion live outside the province, compared to about 50 percent of those with a college edu-
cation. The percent of college-educated children living outside the province is similar in 
Thailand. Highly educated adults are likely to leave their parents’ rural villages to take 
advantage of educational opportunities, and, once educated, seek suitable employment 
opportunities, also outside their parents’ rural provinces. Therefore, despite the possibil-
ity of differences in educational opportunities between the two countries, once adult chil-
dren have attained a college education, they are equally likely to migrate.  
In both countries, children living near their parents are less likely to be married 
than those who have migrated outside the province. However, the probability of living 
outside the province is higher among married children in Cambodia and nonmarried chil-
dren in Thailand. Recent research conducted among Thai migrants has demonstrated that 
labor migration has become a common premarital life course event, one that tends to has-
ten the transition to marriage among young adults in certain regions of rural Thailand 
(Mills 1999; Jampaklay 2006). In rural Cambodia, where urban labor market opportuni-
ties are not as developed as in Thailand, migration out of rural provinces appears to be 
undertaken more frequently by adults who have already married. In both countries adult 
children without children of their own are more likely to be living nearby. Both of these 
results suggest that the decision about whether and when to migrate are influenced by life 
circumstances.  
In both countries, then, children with more siblings are more likely to be migrants 
than those with fewer siblings. This result, together with the fact that children without 
siblings are by far the most likely to live near their parents, suggests that decisions by 
children to migrate outside the province may be dependent on parents’ living situation.  
Do interactions with parents in rural areas differ by residential proximity? 
Table 4 displays the percent of adult children, according to proximity of resi-
dence, who visit their parents at least monthly and give money (equivalent to at least 
US$25 yearly) to their parents. In both countries, the tendency to visit declines the further 
away the child lives. In contrast, the tendency to give money is highest among those liv-
ing outside the province. This relationship supports the idea that adult children living out-
side the province are more likely to be adequately employed in wage work than those 
who have remained closer to the parental household. Such children therefore may be bet-
ter able to garner the resources necessary for sending money back to their household of 
origin. It may also suggest a household strategy of sending an adult child into out-of-
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province employment in order to earn income that can be used by the family in the rural 
village.  
Although migrant children in Thailand regularly give money to their parents, this 
is not true not in Cambodia, a result that likely is a function of relative economic circum-
stances. For instance, about 45 percent of children in Thailand who live outside their par-
ents’ province remit at least US$25 per year to their parents, compared with only 11 per-
cent in Cambodia. Clearly, given the country’s lower living standard and earnings level, 
remitting US$25 per year represents a greater financial burden for Cambodian workers.  
In contrast, adult children in Cambodia are much more likely to provide general 
household support. Such support may include food or clothing, and may be of any value. 
Nearly half of those living outside the province provide this type of support. In Thailand, 
we examined a more narrow definition of general support—the provision of food or 
goods. Children living near their parents provide this sort of support more frequently than 
those living farther away.  
Overall, the results indicate frequent interaction between parents and children, ir-
respective of residential proximity. The nature of interaction diverges, however, accord-
ing to the degree of parent–child residential proximity. In both settings regular visits are 
more common by those children living in closer proximity, and provision of money is 
more common among those living farther away.  
Table 5 further examines interactions with older parents in rural areas by illustrat-
ing the extent to which particular interactions occur alone or in combination. For in-
stance, we examine whether children who visit are also more likely to give money or 
provide general support. Results indicate that among migrant children, one type of inter-
action with parents tends to be strongly and positively related to others. For instance, in 
Cambodia, nearly 70 percent of children who visit at least monthly also provide general 
household support, while only about 38 percent of those who do not visit monthly pro-
vide such support. The association between visiting and the provision of food or goods 
appears to be especially strongly connected in Thailand. Seventy-two percent of those 
who visit at least monthly also provide food or goods, compared to only about 12 percent 
of those who do not visit. These results are further indication that although having an 
adult child living outside the province has become quite common for the rural elderly in 
Thailand and Cambodia, these migrant children have not abandoned their parents, but 
rather tend to provide multiple forms of support on a regular basis.  
What are the determinants of migrant children’s interactions with elderly parents? 
We now focus solely on migrant children, that is, those who have moved out of 
the province, and examine the factors that influence visits, cash remittances, and general 
support. Hypotheses derived from the altruism and vulnerability frameworks lead us to 
consider characteristics of both the adult child and their parents as relevant factors. Re-
sults of several logistic regression models are provided in Table 6. Reported here are re-
gression coefficients and levels of significance. The smaller sample size in Cambodia has 
an impact on standard errors and therefore levels of significance. Thus, we consider sig-
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nificance to a p<0.10 level to indicate a likely association. Moreover, as noted above, a 
very small proportion of Cambodian children give at least US$25 per year to parents, 
hence coefficients predicting this outcome are unlikely to be statistically significant even 
if sizable. We therefore are more concerned with the direction of association for those 
coefficients that appear to be relatively large. 
With respect to characteristics of migrant children, we observe several similar ef-
fects in the two countries. In both, female children appear to be more likely to interact 
with parents than male children. In Cambodia, daughters are more likely to visit regu-
larly, provide household support, and give money, and in Thailand daughters are more 
likely to provide food or goods and give money. Second, higher education is associated 
with a greater tendency to interact with parents across all indicators, except for the provi-
sion of food or goods in Thailand. Finally, having two or more children of their own 
seems to reduce the tendency of adult children to give money to elderly parents in both 
countries.  
Children’s age has an impact on giving money and providing other support to eld-
erly parents in both countries, although the age at which this type of exchange is most 
frequent differs. In both countries, children aged 16 to 24 are far less likely to provide 
these types of support than older children. In Cambodia, migrant children aged 40 and 
older are most likely to give money, while in Thailand children between 25 and 39 are 
most likely to do so. As mentioned earlier, rural migrants tend to be younger in Thailand 
than in Cambodia, while rural migrants in Cambodia may face greater difficulties in lo-
cating stable employment. Accordingly, adult children in Cambodia may require more 
time to accumulate the resources necessary to give money to elderly parents. 
Turning to the characteristics of parents, the results are more mixed and only at 
times support the altruism and vulnerabilities frameworks. Children whose parents have 
worked in the past year and those whose parents have more children living outside the 
province are less likely to provide monetary and other support to parents and are less 
likely to visit. Elderly parents still involved in productive employment are likely to be in 
less vulnerable economic situations, all else being equal, than those who are not working, 
hence their need to rely upon migrant children should be less. From the migrant child’s 
perspective, even when elderly parents face economic difficulties and need assistance, the 
presence of several other migrant children in the family should distribute the burden 
among a larger number of siblings. In other words, the altruistically motivated behavior 
of any one migrant child should be interpreted in light of the family collectivity, with the 
needs of potentially vulnerable parents being met through the combined efforts of resi-
dent, local, and migrant children.    
Having a grandchild in the household without children nearby increases the prob-
ability of visits in Thailand. Having neither a child nor a grandchild nearby increases the 
probability of visits in Cambodia. In the case of elderly parents in Thailand, the absence 
of both children and grandchildren increases the probability that migrant children give 
food or goods as well as money. These results suggest that interactions between adult mi-
grant children and their rural elderly parents are responsive, in part, to the absence of 
close kin in the parents’ household. Where children and/or grandchildren are not present, 
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elderly parents may be more vulnerable to loneliness, the labor demands of operating a 
household, insufficient sources of income, and other factors that threaten their sense of 
well-being. 
We also find results that are either inconsistent between countries or, at least on 
first inspection, inconsistent with the altruism and vulnerabilities general frameworks. 
For instance, where both elderly parents are in the household, children in Cambodia are 
more rather than less likely to interact with parents across all indicators. In Thailand, the 
presence of both parents has little impact on the probability of a migrant child’s interac-
tion. The physical disability measure has practically no impact on these interactions in 
either country, and, if anything, decreases the odds of providing monetary support in 
Thailand, although this finding is not statistically significant.4
Although some of the results, such as those discussed in the preceding paragraph, 
appear contrary to expectations, the vulnerability perspective maintains that dependent 
states are the result of cumulative processes at the individual, familial, and community 
levels (Schröder-Butterfill and Marianti 2006a). It is therefore reasonable that the nature 
of vulnerability may derive from a multifaceted set of individual and contextual factors 
and the interaction of these factors, which are not fully captured in the present model. 
Accordingly, we further considered statistical interactions between the disabilities of 
adults and other factors indicative of need. We observed significant interaction effects 
between an elderly parent’s number of disabilities and child/grandchild coresidence in 
predicting: a) visits in both countries, b) provision of general household support in Cam-
bodia, and c) provision of food and goods in Thailand. These effects are displayed as 
predicted probabilities in Figures 1 to 4. Figures 1 and 2 show that in Cambodia, number 
of parental disabilities has a very strong positive impact on the probabilities of children 
visiting and providing general household support in those cases where the parent has nei-
ther a child living nearby nor a grandchild in the household. Although the number of such 
cases is small, our results indicate that general household support is almost guaranteed in 
these cases when the parent has multiple disabilities. We observe a statistically signifi-
cant interaction of a slightly different nature in Thailand. Figures 3 and 4 show that dis-
abilities increase the probabilities of visiting and provision of food and goods in cases 
where older adults live with grandchildren only.  
The reason for the difference between countries with respect to interaction effects 
is difficult to surmise, and we acknowledge the small numbers of cases that are 
represented by the combination of multiple disabilities and specific residential arrange-
ments. Still, the interaction effects that we report in Figures 1 to 4 are based only on those 
that are statistically significant. We conjecture that coresiding grandchildren are more 
likely to provide support to older adults in rural Cambodia than would be the case in rural 
Thailand, possibly because Cambodian children living elsewhere face greater economic 
demands that limit their ability to provide support to parents. Indeed, leaving a grandchild 
behind may be a strategic decision with the intended purpose of providing support, espe-
cially when older adults face physical disabilities that impair self-care and employment. 
In Thailand, where the general economic situation is better, parents coresiding with a 
grandchild may represent a circumstance in which the adult child migrated for the 
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purpose of finding employment and supporting the members of the parents’ household. 
Under this arrangement, both the migrant’s own children and his or her elderly parents 
require support. Such households would require the migrant child’s assistance especially 
in those cases where the elderly parent is incapacitated by physical disabilities. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Our comparative analysis indicates that although migration by adult children 
outside rural provinces is commonplace in Thailand and Cambodia, their elderly rural 
parents are not being abandoned. To the contrary, more than 80 percent of older adults in 
both countries were living with or next door to at least one grown child. Although having 
many adult children led to a higher probability of living near an adult child, substantial 
majorities of rural elderly with only one child were living either with this child nearby or 
within the same village. Moreover, from the perspective of adult children, those without 
siblings were much more likely to coreside with or live next door to their elderly parents 
than those with many siblings. Thus, our findings suggest that children’s migration deci-
sions are made with the needs of elderly parents in mind. 
The organizing framework for our analysis of the determinants of children’s in-
teractions with older parents centered on notions of altruism and vulnerability. The altru-
istic perspective suggests that family members strive collectively to preserve the well-
being of all members. Therefore, adult children of older adults who are more vulnerable 
are more likely to interact with and provide support to their parents. Still, the collective 
nature of altruism suggests that interactions with older parents depend additionally on the 
life circumstances of adult children. Those adult children who are in a better position to 
provide assistance will do so, though other family members will provide support as well. 
We find some support for this framework. Migrant children in Thailand and Cambodia 
are more likely to interact with parents who are not engaged in economic activity. We 
reasoned that parents’ disability status would a have significant impact on interactions 
with adult migrant children since diminished capacity to conduct daily activities is a 
strong indicator of need. Our results on this matter were mixed. Parental disability ap-
pears to influence the provision of support by migrant children, but the disability variable 
works in concert with child/grandchild coresidence, and the nature of the association dif-
fers between countries. In Cambodia, disability increased visits and general household 
support to older parents who live without children or grandchildren. In Thailand, by com-
parison, disability increased visits and provision of food and goods to older parents living 
in households where grandchildren, but not children, were present.   
Dissimilar determinants of parent–child interactions in different settings may re-
sult, in part, from distinctive economic structures. In our estimation, they also point to 
difficulties in identifying vulnerability across economic, demographic, and social set-
tings. The vulnerability of older adults has several dimensions, including the physical, 
economic, social, and psychological (Schröder-Butterfill and Marianti 2006b). Our re-
sults suggest that these dimensions interact differently in different settings, leading to dis-
tinctive patterns of engagement between rural elderly and their adult children. In keeping 
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with previous research, we recognize that although many rural elderly face circumstances 
that threaten their well-being, many others are embedded in social networks and eco-
nomic circumstances that are protective and secure (ibid.). Further exploration of catego-
ries of dependence and their overlap in the lives of older adults could assist in modeling 
the determinants of intergenerational interaction between older parents in rural areas of 
developing societies and their children living elsewhere.  
Identifying the determinants of children’s support to older adults is further com-
plicated by the network structure in which older adults are embedded. Most of the adult 
children in our study have siblings who may also provide various types of support to eld-
erly parents. As past research has shown, the nature of intergenerational interactions with 
a particular child may be determined by reciprocal exchanges that involve a larger kin-
ship network, and may further be influenced by socioeconomic conditions characteristic 
of a particular country or setting (Agree et al. 1999). Indeed, there are likely to be 
tradeoffs with respect to provision of support, types of support provided, and the timing 
of support vis-à-vis one’s social and economic circumstances, and these tradeoffs may be 
difficult to model.  
A number of weaknesses characterizing the current analysis should be recognized. 
First, the nine-year period between the Thailand and Cambodia surveys presents obsta-
cles for making comparisons between countries. Nonetheless, we would not expect much 
change in the findings if we used a more recent Thai dataset. In fact, Thailand has contin-
ued its economic development and today would present an even greater contrast with 
Cambodia. Therefore, we might expect that dissimilarities found in the current study that 
are related to level of socioeconomic development would be even greater given more re-
cent data from Thailand. Second, both surveys provide limited information on the mi-
grant children of elderly parents and the nature of their migrations. Previous research 
suggests that the duration of migration and the distance separating migrants from their 
parents’ households influence patterns of remittances and interactions. We do not have 
information in either survey about the specific location of migrant children, other than the 
fact that they live outside their parents’ province, nor do we know how long they have 
lived in their current location. Third, given that previous research (e.g., Agree et al. 1999; 
Frankenberg et al. 2002) has shown that exchanges often flow in both directions over 
time, we recognize that our cross-sectional analysis of unidirectional measures of support 
do not fully capture the time-variant nature of intergenerational interaction. Fourth, our 
analysis does not take into account the broader kinship and support networks that also 
influence the living standards and needs for support of older adults in rural areas. Older 
adults may, for instance, live among a wide variety of kin in addition to, or in lieu of, a 
spouse, children, and grandchildren, and some may receive support from other sources, 
such as neighbors or other members of the community. Finally, although we begin to 
sketch the patterns and predictors of support provided to the rural elderly by their migrant 
children, we recognize that cross-sectional survey data collected solely from the perspec-
tive of elderly adults limit our ability to reach definitive conclusions about the causal na-
ture of individual and contextual variables that influence migrant children’s provision of 
support to elderly parents.    
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In sum, a moderate degree of optimism is suggested by the patterns of living ar-
rangements and provision of support to the rural elderly in Cambodia and Thailand. If 
economic and demographic changes taking place in these settings are altering the specific 
forms of interaction between adult children and their older parents—in particular, 
widening the physical distance between the elderly and some of their children—we find 
no evidence that this is leading to social abandonment. Many of our results are consistent 
with the notion, derived from an altruistic perspective, that migrant children are inclined 
to support their aged parents, especially when those parents possess characteristics in-
dicative of vulnerability, for example the absence of involvement in productive employ-
ment. 
While the interactions between adult migrant children in Thailand and Cambodia 
and their older parents appear to be responsive to parents’ needs and motivated by filial 
piety, social structural and economic burdens may at times limit the degree of support. In 
Cambodia, in particular, the vulnerability of the elderly is in part the consequence of past 
decades of violence and upheaval that have reduced numbers of middle-aged children and 
increased the incidence of widowhood. By adopting a multigenerational perspective, re-
searchers may consider whether, under certain circumstances, vulnerability endures 
across generations, so that younger adults are themselves made more vulnerable in their 
attempts to meet the needs of their elderly parents and kin.  
NOTES 
1 The Cambodian sample contains 23 older adults and the Thai sample 129 older 
adults with no children aged 16 and older. These individuals are omitted from all 
analyses.  
2 The survey questions do not permit a perfect measure for the skipped-generation 
household arrangement. Our measure approximates the form, with the exception 
that households with a grandchild present and an adult child next door (but not in 
the same household) would not be counted. In practice, this should not be a prob-
lem since a child living next door is in close enough proximity to represent a liv-
ing arrangement that includes both children and grandchildren. In contrast, while 
the surveys identify grandchildren living in the grandparents’ household, they do 
not identify those living next door. 
3 In keeping with other measures of coresidence, we consider living with an adult 
child to include situations in which the child lives next door, but living with 
spouse or grandchild refers to living in the same household. Also note that coresi-
dent persons other than spouse, children, or grandchildren are ignored in the tabu-
lation. 
4 The measure of disability utilizes four items for each survey, three of which are 
identical measures. In Cambodia, the fourth indicator is the ability to get up from 
bed unassisted, and in Thailand it is the ability to walk around the house unas-
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sisted. Given the different nature of these two activities, we conducted a sensitiv-
ity test using a measure created with the same three disability items in both coun-
tries. For Thailand, a negative association remains across all indicators of support, 
although the coefficient for giving money changes from significant to non-
significant. For Cambodia, the association between number of disabilities and 
providing household support remains fairly substantial and becomes statistically 
significant, while associations with visiting and giving money remain small and 
non-significant. Generally, then, findings using three items are consistent with 
those using four items and do not change the overall nature of the results. 
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Table 1 Residential proximity of children aged 16+ of rural parents aged 60+, Cam-
bodia 2004 and Thailand 1995a (percent) 
Outside  
In village but Outside 
Nb Nearbyc village in province province Total 
Percent of older adults  
with 1+ adult children living… 
Cambodia 777 82.7 67.7 47.4 49.1 n.a. 
Thailand 3202 82.8 86.9 61.1 64.5 n.a. 
 
Where nearest child lives  
Cambodia 777 82.7 12.0 3.2 2.0 100.0 
Thailand 3202 82.8 9.3 4.5 3.4 100.0 
 
Where nearest adult child  
lives, given that at least one  
adult child lives… 
Cambodia       
 Outside village 553 80.7 11.9 4.5 2.8 100.0 
 Outside village/in province 364 81.1 12.1 6.8 0.0 100.0 
 Outside province 380 78.9 11.7 5.3 4.1 100.0 
Thailand       
 Outside village 2762 81.1 9.8 5.2 3.9 100.0 
 Outside village/in province 1836 83.0 9.7 7.3 0.0 100.0 
 Outside province 2128 78.4 10.3 6.1 5.3 100.0 
 
Where nearest child lives by  
number of children aged 16+  
Cambodia       
 1 64 76.5 4.9 2.5 16.0 100.0 
 2 74 72.3 18.1 7.4 2.1 100.0 
 3 82 71.7 18.2 9.1 1.0 100.0 
 4 124 84.1 11.6 3.0 1.2 100.0 
 5+ 433 86.8 11.4 1.5 0.3 100.0 
Thailand       
 1 150 69.2 7.0 7.0 16.8 100.0 
 2 237 66.1 16.7 8.4 8.8 100.0 
 3 346 82.5 7.0 5.6 5.0 100.0 
 4 433 77.8 13.2 5.1 4.0 100.0 
 5+ 2036 86.5 8.2 3.7 1.6 100.0 
a The Cambodian sample contains an additional 23 individuals, and the Thai sample con-
tains an additional 129 individuals without any children aged 16+. These individuals are 
omitted.     b N’s are unweighted; results are weighted.     c In same household or next 
door. 
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Table 2   Percent distribution of living arrangements of rural parents aged 60+ with 
migrant children aged 16+ Cambodia 2004 and Thailand 1995a
Cambodia Thailand 
(N = 756) (N = 5520) 
Lives with spouse and with  
1+ children and 1+ grandchildren 24.8 22.3 
 1+ children 19.4 25.3 
 1+ grandchildren 7.8 2.5 
 Neither children nor grandchildren 9.2 17.2 
Does not live with spouse and lives with  
 1+ children and 1+ grandchildren  25.9 15.4 
 1+ children 5.5 10.4 
 1+ grandchildren 5.1 1.2 
 Neither children nor grandchildren 2.2 5.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 
aA migrant child is one living outside the province in which the parents reside.
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Table 3   Residential location of children aged 16+ of rural parents aged 60+, by 
children’s characteristics, Cambodia 2004 and Thailand 1995 (percent) 
 Outside 
Nearbyb Village Province province Total 
(N)a (N = 1112) (N = 1214) (N = 669) (N = 756) (N = 3751) 
Cambodia 
Total (3,751) 28.7 33.1 17.9 20.4 100.0 
Total number of  
 children 16+ in sibship           
 1 (64) 76.5 4.9 2.5 16.0 100.0 
 2 (148) 43.1 28.7 10.7 17.6 100.0 
 3 (244) 30.5 34.6 16.9 18.0 100.0 
 4 (489) 32.8 35.1 22.2 15.1 100.0 
 5+ (2,806) 26.2 33.4 18.6 21.7 100.0 
χ2 =144.4; p<0.00 
Sex 
 Son (1,729) 18.5 33.9 24.1 23.5 100.0 
 Daughter (2,022) 37.6 32.3 12.4 17.6 100.0 
χ2 =280.4; p<0.00 
Age 
 16–24 (547) 64.5 16.0 7.0 12.5 100.0 
 25–29 (449) 32.7 31.4 16.8 19.1 100.0 
 30–34 (619) 22.1 32.8 18.4 26.8 100.0 
 35–39 (756) 21.4 36.4 19.2 23.1 100.0 
 40–44 (638) 20.2 42.5 18.9 18.4 100.0 
 45–49 (393) 18.5 34.2 25.5 21.8 100.0 
 50+ (349) 23.2 36.3 21.7 18.9 100.0 
χ2 =613.9; p<0.00       
Educationc
None (630) 31.4 38.6 15.8 14.2 100.0 
 Incomplete primary 
 or pagoda (1,543) 26.5 37.8 17.6 18.2 100.0 
 Complete primary (515) 28.9 32.0 21.1 18.0 100.0 
 Secondary (914) 32.3 25.0 17.7 25.0 100.0 
 Beyond (64) 29.7 7.9 12.9 49.5 100.0 
χ2 =197.6; p<0.00 
Married 
 Not married (852) 75.7 7.8 3.5 13.0 100.0 
 Married (2,899) 15.3 40.2 21.9 22.5 100.0 
χ2 =1594.0; p<0.00 
Number of children 
 None (781) 68.5 7.9 5.7 17.8 100.0 
 One (496) 29.1 33.3 15.4 22.2 100.0 
 Two + (2,474) 16.1 40.9 22.2 20.8 100.0 
χ2 =200.3; p<0.00   
(continued)
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Table 3   Continued 
 Outside 
Nearbyd Village Province province Total 
(N)a (N = 4986) (N = 3414) (N = 3597) (N = 5520) (N = 17,517) 
Thailand        
Total (17,517) 29.4 19.8 21.6 29.2 100.0 
Total number of  
children 16+ in sibship 
 1 (150) 69.2 7.0 7.0 16.8 100.0 
 2 (474) 42.5 15.4 18.6 23.6 100.0 
 3 (1038) 43.3 16.3 18.0 22.4 100.0 
 4 (1732) 34.3 17.2 20.0 28.5 100.0 
 5+ (14,123) 27.2 20.6 22.2 30.0 100.0 
χ2 = 310.8; p<0.00 
Sex 
 Son (8639) 24.9 19.5 24.2 31.3 100.0 
 Daughter (8878) 33.7 20.1 19.1 27.1 100.0 
χ2 =223.8; p<0.00 
Agee
16–24 (1582) 43.7 7.6 10.6 38.1 100.0 
 25–29 (2388) 35.3 13.0 15.5 36.1 100.0 
 30–34 (3294) 30.4 18.6 21.0 30.0 100.0 
 35–39 (3617) 26.6 23.3 23.5 26.6 100.0 
 40–44 (2866) 24.9 24.1 26.1 25.0 100.0 
 45–49 (1687) 23.7 24.8 26.0 25.5 100.0 
 50+ (1634) 24.7 26.2 29.7 19.4 100.0 
χ2 =1021.2; p<0.00       
Educationf
None (725) 32.0 24.0 19.3 24.7 100.0 
 Incomplete primary  
 or pagoda (535) 35.5 20.8 21.5 22.2 100.0 
 Complete primary (12,936) 30.6 22.4 21.7 25.2 100.0 
 Secondary (2128) 26.0 9.7 20.0 44.3 100.0 
 Beyond (1027) 19.0 6.5 23.9 50.6 100.0 
χ2 =844.1; p<0.00 
Marriedg
Not married 3427 49.2 6.8 9.0 35.1 100.0 
 Married 14,083 24.5 23.1 24.8 27.7 100.0 
χ2 =1510.6; p<0.00  
Number of childrenh
None 3825 43.2 5.8 12.0 39.0 100.0 
 One 3316 29.9 17.3 20.7 32.2 100.0 
 Two + 10,294 23.9 26.3 25.7 24.1 100.0 
χ2 =1654.7; p<0.00     
(continued) 
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Table 3   Continued 
a N’s are unweighted; results are weighted.  b Includes 993 living in same household 
plus 119 living next door. c Excludes 85 cases where parent does not know the educa-
tion of their child. d Includes 3063 living in same household plus 1923 living next door. 
e Excludes 449 cases where parent does not know the age of their child. f Excludes 166 
cases where parent does not know the education of their child. g Excludes 7 cases 
where parent does not know the marital status of their child. h Excludes 82 cases where 
parent does not know how many children their child has. 
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Table 4   Percent of children aged 16+ engaging in selected forms of interaction with 
rural parents aged 60+, by child’s residential location, Cambodia 2004 and Thailand 
1995 
Provides Provides food 
 Visits at   general or goods  
Where adult   least Gives household at least 
child lives (N)a monthly moneyb supportc monthlyd
Cambodia      
 Nearbye (1112) na 10.0 73.9 na 
 Village (1214) 97.3 2.1 45.3 na 
 Province (669) 59.2 1.7 35.4 na 
 Outside province (756) 23.6 10.6 45.0 na 
 Chi-square  1,591.1 155.4 429.6 na 
 p<0.00 p<0.00 p<0.00 
Thailand      
 Nearbyf (4932) na 33.5 na nah
Village (3385-3411)g 91.9 18.0 na 46.7 
 Province (3582-3596)g 63.9 26.2 na 30.9 
 Outside province (5498-5507)g 18.9 45.1 na 11.3 
 Chi-square  5258.2 879.6 na 1523.9  
 p<0.00 p<0.00  p<0.00 
na = not applicable. 
a N’s are unweighted; results are weighted.  b At least US$25 annually. c Not asked in 
Thailand. d Not asked in Cambodia. e Includes 993 living in same household plus 119 
living next door. f Includes 3063 living in same household plus 1923 living next door. 
g Some missing responses exist. Range represents maximum and minimum number of 
cases across response. h Not calculated since questions not asked about coresident chil-
dren. 
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Table 5   Percent of children aged 16+ who live outside province engaging in selected 
forms of interactions with rural parents aged 60+, by whether they visit, provide 
money, or provide other support, Cambodia 2004 and Thailand 1995a
Provides Provides food 
 Visits at   general or goods  
Where adult   least Gives household at least 
child lives (N)b monthly moneyc supportd monthlye
Cambodia      
Visits at least monthly  
 Yes (165) — 13.1 69.1 — 
 No (591) — 9.9# 37.5 — 
Gives money      
 Yes (81) 29.1 — 73.9 — 
 No (675) 23.0# — 41.5 —
Provides general  
 household support 
 Yes (330) 36.2 17.6 — — 
 No (426) 13.2 5.1 — — 
 
Thailand      
Visits at least monthly      
 Yes (1089) — 58.7 — 42.6 
 No (4409) — 42.0 — 3.9 
Gives money      
 Yes (2565) 24.6 — — 16.9 
 No (2941) 14.3 — — 6.7 
Provides food or goods  
 at least monthly      
 Yes (692) 71.9 67.6 — — 
 No (4815) 12.2 42.2 — — 
a All results are statistically significant to p<.01 except as noted by #, which indicates not 
significant to p<0.10.  b N’s are unweighted; results are weighted.  c At least US$25 an-
nually. d Not asked in Thailand. e Not asked in Cambodia. 
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Table 6    Logistic regression coefficients for visiting rural parents aged 60+ at least 
monthly, giving money, providing general household support, or providing food or 
goods at least monthly, among children aged 16+ who live outside province, Cam-
bodia 2004 and Thailand 1995 
Cambodia Thailand 
 Provides   Provides 
 Visits  general Visits  food or 
 at least Gives household at least Gives goods at 
 monthly moneya support monthly moneya least monthly 
Characteristics of migrant child 
Female 0.470* 0.282 0.652** 0.059 0.311** 0.411** 
Age (vs. 16–24)b
25–29 –0.302 1.113 0.407 –0.155 0.352* 0.368 
 30–34  0.153 0.984 0.438 –0.141 0.380** 0.494* 
 35–39  –0.504 1.329^ 0.563 –0.038 0.489** 0.428^ 
 40–44  –0.117 1.780* 0.501 –0.310 0.229 0.246 
 45–49  –0.539 1.723* 0.008 –0.074 0.150 0.049 
 50+  –0.629 0.930 0.153 0.053 0.215 0.394 
Education (vs. none)c
Incomplete primary  
 (vs. none) –0.059 –0.716^ –0.160 –0.925^ 0.551 –0.604 
 Complete primary  –0.020 –0.665 0.536 0.076 1.081** 0.116 
 Secondary  0.985** 0.143 1.007** 0.708* 1.553** 0.596 
 More than secondary  2.496** 1.161^ 1.057^ 0.967** 1.582** 0.583 
Is marriedd –0.272 0.704 0.353 0.103 –0.042 –0.152 
Number of own  
 children (vs. 0)b
1 0.350 0.622 –0.026 0.002 –0.190 0.149
2 0.016 –0.592 –0.357 –0.073 –0.469** 0.030 
Characteristics of parent        
Age (vs. 60–64)       
 65–69 –0.455^ 0.244 0.160 0.030 0.009 0.152 
 70–74 –0.737* 0.692 0.372 0.117 –0.333** –0.090 
 75+  –0.268 0.636 0.665* 0.001 –0.008 0.124 
Female 0.182 1.234** 0.724** 0.059 0.195* 0.520 
Spouse present 0.478^ 0.343 0.415^ 0.415^ –0.037 –0.022 
Any education –0.216 0.408 0.665** 0.050 0.487** 0.239^ 
Occupation agriculture 0.183 0.513 –0.992* –0.499** 0.001 –0.696** 
Worked in past year –1.209** 0.296 –0.380* –0.178^ –0.274** –0.288* 
Number of disabilities 0.087 0.037 0.147 –0.007 –0.200** –0.078 
Number children living  
 outside province 0.237** –0.113 0.086^ –0.122** –0.047** –0.095** 
(continued) 
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Table 6  (continued) 
Cambodia Thailand 
 Provides   Provides 
 Visits  general Visits  food or 
 at least Gives household at least Gives goods at 
 monthly moneya support monthly moneya least monthly 
Child/grandchild coresidence  
 (vs. children nearby)e
Children nearby and  
 grandchildren in  
 household 0.205 –0.027 0.206 0.103 –0.044 0.159 
Grandchildren in  
 household without  
 children nearby –0.239 –0.053 0.371 0.517** 0.127 0.114 
Neither children nearby  
 nor grandchildren in 
 household 0.673^ –0.369 –0.104 0.125 –0.215* 0.340* 
Constant –1.921 –4.982 –2.797 –1.056 –1.576 –2.164 
LL –337.2 –230.2 –465.7 –2514.5 –3542.9 –1832.7 
∆ –LL (model) 120.7 62.1 85.8 152.8 269.9 122.6 
**p<0.01  *p<0.05  ^p<0.10 
a At least US$25 annually.     b Category for “parent does not know” included in the equation 
but not reported for Thailand.     c Category for “parent does not know” included in the equa-
tion but not reported for either Cambodia or Thailand.     d Excludes 7 cases where parent 
does not know the marital status of child.      e Nearby means children living in the household 
or next door. 
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Figure 1   Probability of visiting at least monthly by number of disabilities and  




















Figure 2   Probability of providing household support by number of  





















Figure 3  Probability of visiting at least monthly by number of disabilities and  




















Figure 4   Probability of providing goods or food regularly by number of  
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